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Statement of Badis

This decision document amends the July 17, 1996, Record of Decison (ROD) for the Lower Ecorse
Creek dte, in Wyandotte, Michigan. Thisdecision document presentsthe selected remedid action for the
Lower Ecorse Creek Site, and was devel oped inaccordance withthe requirements of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liahility Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent practicable, the
Nationa Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). Specificdly, this decison
document has been prepared in compliance with CERCLA Section 117 and NCP Section
300.435(¢)(2)(11). This decisiondocument explains the factua and legd basis for seecting the remedy for
thisste. Theinformation supporting this remedid action decision is contained in the adminigrative record
for thisste.

Assessment of the Site

Actud or threatened rel eases of hazardous substancesfromthis Site, if not addressed by implementing the
response action selected in this Record of Decison (ROD) Amendment, may present an imminent and
subgtantia endangerment to public hedth, wefare, or the environment.

Description of the Sdlected Remedy

The selected remedy isthe find remedy for the Site. The remedy addresses the threats posed by principa
threat wastes and contaminated groundwater at thesite. Principa threat wastes are defined asthose source
materids considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generadly cannot be rdiably contained or would
present significant risk to human hedth or the environment should exposure occur.



The mgor components of the selected remedy include the following:
- Excavation and digposd of shallow and deep contaminated soil on resdentid properties,

- Resampling of locations identified in the Remedid Investigation which showed contaminant levels
above cleanup standards to determine the extent of contamination;

- Redtoration of resdentid areas affected by excavation

- Redtricting the use of the land and the groundwater at the City of Wyandotte park areg;

Declaration of Statutory Determinations

The sdlected remedy is protective of human hedth and the environment, complies with federd and Sate
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, except Part
111 of the Natural Resources and Environmenta Protection Act, 1994 PA 451 which is being waived
by the U.S. EPA pursuant to Section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621(d)(4). The
selected remedy will achieve a standard of performance equivaent to the requirements of Part 111 of
the Natural Resources and Environmenta Protection Act, 1994 PA 451. The selected remedy is cost
effective. Because treatment of the principle threets of the site was not found to be practicable, this
remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principle element.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above hedth-based levels, a
review will be conducted every five years after commencement of remedia action to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human hedth and the environment.

William E. Muno, Director Dae
Superfund Divison
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Decison Summary for Record of Decison Amendment

I.  Introduction and Site Background Information

1. Site Name, Location, and Description

The H. Brown Co., Inc. steislocated generdly near 2200 Turner Avenue, N.W. in the City of
Walker, Kent County, Michigan. Figure 1isasdte location plan and Figure 2 isa diagram of the Site,

The H. Brown steislocated in alight industrid areain Walker, in south centra Michigan. A Grand
Rapids city park islocated east of US-131. Further to the east of the park, approximately 1,000 feet
from the Site, liesthe Grand River. The steisroughly bounded by US-131 on the east and Turner
Avenue on the west, but includes one area to the west of Turner Avenue. The Site dso includes Zenith
Auto Partsto the north and Abbott Auto Parts (formerly Turner Auto Parts) to the south. The site
includes the following components (see Figure 2):

» Areas with surface soil contaminated with 500 parts per million (ppm) or more of lead;
» An unnamed drainage ditch east of Zenith Auto Parts;

* A drainage ditch named Cogswell Drain located near the southern boundary of Keizer Equipment
Company;

 The storm sewer on Turner Avenue, between Zenith Auto Parts and Cogswell Drain,

» Approximately the northern haf of amarshy areawithin (1) the current, eastern boundary of H.
Brown, (2) southbound US-131, (3) Cogswell Drain, and (4) the unnamed drain east of Zenith
Auto Parts. Thisareaiis referred to as the "wetland” throughout this document.

The generd area of the Site was once used as a landfill that recelved unknown types and quantities of
wadte. The boundaries of the landfill are not well defined, but they may extend beyond the boundaries
of industries surrounding H. Brown.

On September 30, 1992, a Record of Decison (ROD) addressing the entire site was signed by the
Regiona Adminigtrator. 1t addressed contaminated surface and subsurface soils, surface water and
sediments, and groundwater. The remedy selected in the ROD was afina remedia action and included
the following mgjor components:

C Demolishing buildings to dlow cleanup of contaminated soil benegth the structures, and disposd
of the debris on-gte or in an gppropriate off-gte landfill.

C Consolidating contaminated surface soil in the area where subsurface soil cleanup will be
required.



C
C

Salidifying/stabilizing, in place, contaminated surface and subsurface soil and sedimentsin a
cement-like form.

Placing a multi-layer cap over the solidified/stabilized soil sufficient to meet the requirements of
Michigan's Hazardous Waste Management Act 64 (now known as Part 111 of the Natura
Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451 fact 451 Part 111)

Surrounding the solidified/stabilized soil with a containment wall.

Collecting, tresting and discharging to the surface water dl groundwater and surface water
associated with construction.

Ingtaling additiond wells to further define the condition of the intermediate and deep aquifers.
Thisinformation will be used to determine what, if any, remediation of those aquifers needs to

take place. These wells, dong with other wells at the Site, will be used to monitor the
effectiveness of the remedy.

Redtricting the use of the land and the groundwaeter.

Maintaining afence around the Site to prevent access.

On September 29, 1995 a ROD Amendment was issued based upon data obtained from the Pre-
Desgn Fidd Investigation (PDFI), which showed that both the solidification of the soils and the
congtruction of adurry wall are not feasible and are not necessary to achieve protection. The
September 1995 ROD Amendment required the implementation of the following components:

C

Consolidating contaminated surface soil in the area where subsurface soil cleanup will be
required;

Placing aMichigan Act 451 Part 115 Solid Waste multi layer cap over dl soils exceeding 500
parts per million of lead;

Long-term monitoring of the shalow and intermediate agquifers to monitor the effectiveness of the
remedly;

Redtricting the use of the land and the groundwater;

Maintaining a fence around the Site to prevent access,

The lead agency for the Remedid Design/Remedid Action (RD/RA) & this Steisthe United States
Environmenta Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). The State of Michigan Department of Environmentd
Quadity (MDEQ) isthe support agency. Pursuant to aJuly 1, 1996 Unilateral Adminidirative Order
(UAQ), Docket Number V-W-'96-C-356, the Potentialy Responsible Parties (PRPs) are
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implementing the Remedid Design/Remedid Action. This ROD Amendment will become part of the
Adminigrative Record in accordance with NCP Section 300.825(a)(2). The Adminigtrative Record is
maintained at the U.S. EPA Region V Docket Room in Chicago, and at Walker City Hall. ThisROD
Amendment has been prepared in accordance with CERCLA Section 117 and with NCP Section
300.435(c)(2)(ii).

2. Pog-ROD Enforcement Activities

On November 6, 1992, Specid Notice Letters were issued to 115 mgjor PRPs offering them the
opportunity to undertake the Remedid Desgn/Remedid Action (RD/RA). On March 18, 1993, the
120 day negotiation moratorium concluded without a settlement. Subsequently, on March 30, 1993,
U.S. EPA initiated a fund-lead RD under an Interagency Agreement with the U.S. ACE. On
September 29, 1995 a ROD Amendment wasissued by U.S. EPA. On July 1, 1996 a UAO was
issued to 31 PRPs, ordering them to design and implement the new remedy selected in the ROD
Amendment.

3. Highlights of Community Paticipation

A public comment period on the proposed plan for the ROD Amendment for this Site was held from
August 12 to September 11, 1997. In addition, a public meeting was held on August 19, 1997 at the
Waker Community Building, Walker, Michigan. At this meeting, representatives from U.S. EPA
answered questions about problems at the Site and the remedia aternatives under consideration.
Approximately 5 people attended that meeting. Comments and questions from the public were so
accepted at the meeting. During the comment period, EPA received gpproximately 8 comments
concerning the proposed plan. Most concerns raised were in regard to how the affected properties
would be restored after the Remedia Action. Most commentors supported the proposed cleanup plan.
Copies of dl documents pertaining to this ROD Amendment can be found at the Kent County Public
Library and Waker City Hall.

[I. Rationalefor Record of Decison Amendment #2

On April 14, 1997, U.S. EPA received notice that a Buy and Sdll agreement had been executed
between DBV, Inc. and H. Brown Company Inc. for the properties comprising the H. Brown
Superfund site. Theintent of the buyer, DBV, Inc. isto redevelop the property and bring it back into a
beneficia use. The redevelopment plan has been presented to U.S. EPA in an April 18, 1997 proposa
which showed the plan to include 2 to 3 large buildings with concrete foundations, parking facilities and
landscaped areas. When congtructed, and as long as they are properly maintained, the facilities would
serve as an impermegble barrier preventing direct contact with the contaminated soils and would
minimize the potentid for precipitation to leach through the contaminated material. Erosion and runoff
into the adjacent wetlands would aso be prevented.

Michigan's Act 451 Part 111 is consdered gpplicable for this Site because hazardous waste was
disposed of at the Site after the effective date of the RCRA regulations; this dternative would not
comply with that ARAR, but it would achieve a sandard of performance equivaent to that required.
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Therefore, as discussed below, awaiver of that ARAR is gppropriate. This aternative would achieve a
standard of performance equivalent to those required under Act 451 Part 111, asthey pertain to
preventing direct contact with contaminated materids. Theintent of aPart 111 landfill cover isto
minimize both the potentia for direct contact with contaminated materids, and the potentia for leaching
of the contaminants into underlying aquifers. With contaminated materias currently Stting in the
shalow aquifer a the H. Brown Site, any additiona degree of impermegbility afforded by aPart 111
cap isnegated. Additiondly, the Pre-Design Field Investigation found that Site related lead
contamination is not currently migrating off-dte in the groundwater, but instead is remaining bound to
soil particles on-gite, showing that direct contact with the contaminated soil is the exposure pathway of
primary concern and the one which should be addressed in the design of the fina cover. The concrete
foundations and asphalted areas will serve as an impermesble barrier aslong as proper maintenance is
continued. Therefore, under the new future use and redevel opment scenario, with an active facility to
be operating on-gite, and with long-term maintenance of the cover system assured, the requirement to
congtruct and maintain a vegetated clay cap over the contaminated soilsisbeing waived. If the land-
use changes, or the redevelopment fails, the cleanup plan contains a contingency that a vegetated clay
cover, consstent with the requirements contained in Michigan's Act 451, Part 115 will be constructed.

[11. Description of Alternatives

The following dternatives were considered for amending the ROD for the H. Brown Superfund
Site, taking into consideration the new information concerning the future use of the property, As
required by the NCP, the "No Action" dternative was consdered solely as a basgline to compare
the other aterndtives.

Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 2: Warehouse Redeve opment
Alternative 3: Michigan Act 451 Part 111 Cap

Each of the dternatives congdered for the ROD Amendment are individually compared againgt each of
the nine criteria described below. Figure 7 represents the approximate area to be covered with the
coversevaluated. Tables 1 and 2 present the detailed cost estimates for each of the dternatives.

(A) Oveadl protection of human hedth and the environment. Alternatives shall be assessed to
determine whether they can adequately protect human hedlth and the environment, in both the
short- and long-term, from unacceptable risks posed by hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants present a the Site by diminating, reducing, or controlling exposuresto levels
established during development of remediation gods condstent with
§ 300.430(€)(2)(1). Overadl protection of human health and the environment draws on the
assessments of other evauation criteria, epecialy long-term effectiveness and permanence,
short-term effectiveness, and compliance with ARARS.




(B)

(©)

(D)

Compliance with ARARS. The dternatives shdl be assessed to determine whether they attain
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements under federd environmenta laws and Sate
environmental or facility siting laws or provide grounds for invoking one of the waivers under
paragraph (f)(21)(ii)(C) of this section.

Long-term effectiveness and permanence. Alternatives shall be assessed for the long-term
effectiveness and permanence they afford, dong with the degree of certainty that the dternative
will prove successful. Factors that shall be considered, as appropriate, include the following:

@ Magnitude of resdud risk remaining from untreated waste or trestment resduas
remaining a the concluson of the remedia activities. The characteridtics of the
resduas should be considered to the degree that they remain hazardous, taking into
account their volume, toxicity, mobility, and propendty to bioaccumulate.

2 Adequacy and reliability of controls such as containment systems and redtrictive
covenants that are necessary to manage treatment residuas and untreated waste. This
factor addresses in particular the uncertainties associated with land disposal for
providing long-term protection from residuas; the assessment of the potential need to
replace technical components of the dternative, such asacap, adurry wall, or a
treatment system; and the potentia exposure pathways and risks posed should the
remedia action need replacement.

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through tresiment. The degree to which dternatives
employ recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity, mohility, or volume shal be assessed,

including how treatment is used to address the principal threats posed by the Ste. Factors that
shall be considered, as appropriate, include the following:

@ The trestment or recycling processes the aternatives employ and materids they will
treat;

2 The amount of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants that will be destroyed,
treated, or recycled;

(©)] The degree of expected reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of the waste due to
trestment or recycling and the specification of which reduction(s) are occurring;

4 The degree to which the trestment isirreversible;

(5) The type and quantity of resduds that will remain following treetment, congdering the
persistence, toxicity, mobility, and propensty to bioaccumulate of such hazardous
Substances and their condtituents, and

(6) The degree to which treatment reduces the inherent hazards posed by principd threats
at the site.



(E) Short-term effectiveness. The short-term impacts of aternatives shall be assessed considering

(F)

the following:

@ Short-term risks that might be posed to the community during implementation of an
dternative;

2 Potentid impacts on workers during remedid action and the effectiveness and reliability
of protective measures,

3 Potentia environmenta impacts of the remedia action and the effectiveness and
reliability of mitigative measures during implementation; and

4 Time until protection is achieved.

Implementability. The ease or difficulty of implementing the dternatives shal be assessed by

consdering the following types of factors as appropriate:

@

2

3

Technica feashility, including technicd difficulties and unknowns associated with the
congruction and operation of a technology, the reliability of the technology, ease of
undertaking additional remedid actions, and the ability to monitor the effectiveness of
the remedy.

Adminidrative feashility, including activities needed to coordinate with other offices and
agencies and the ability and time required to obtain any necessary gpprovas and
permits from other agencies (for off-ste actions);

Avallability of services and materids, induding the availability of adequate off-dte
treatment, storage capacity, and disposal capacity and services, the availability of
necessary equipment and specidists, and provisions to ensure any necessary additiond
resources, the availability of services and materids, and availability of progpective
technologies.

(G Codt. Thetypesof cogtsthat shdl be assessed include the following:

(H)

@
2
3

Capita codts, including both direct and indirect costs;
Annua operation and maintenance cogs, and

Net present value of capital and O&M costs.

State acceptance. Assessment of state concerns may not be completed until comments on the
RI/FS are received but may be discussed, to the extent possible, in the proposed plan issued
for public comment. The State concernsthat shal be assessed include the following:
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@ The state's position and key concerns related to the preferred dternative and other
dternatives, and

2 State comments on ARARS or the proposed use of waivers.

()  Community acceptance. This assessment includes determining which components of the
dternatives interested persons in the community support, have reservations about, or oppose.

Based upon the results of the Site investigations the following assumptions were used in developing the
dternatives.

- 15 acres would require clearing of trees and shrubs;

- 3,600 linear feet of fencing would be erected;

- 15 acres of soil would require capping;

- 180,000 cubic yards of soil, sediments, and battery chips require remediation.
Alternative 1. No Action
Description:
Under this aternative, no remedia action would be taken at the H. Brown site,
Evaluation:
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
If no remedid action isimplemented at the Site, existing risks to human hedth and the environment from
contaminants at the Ste would remain. Therefore, this aternative does not provide adequate protection
of human hedlth or the environment.
Compliance with ARARS
This dternative would not comply with chemica-specific ARARS because the current concentrations of
many contaminants in the soils and the air exceed corresponding ARAR based dlowable
concentrations and would continue to do so. For instance, health based standards for preventing direct

contact with soils would not be met. The current concentrations of lead in soil are higher than the
cleanup leve for lead, and would remain high indefinitely.
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

This dternative would not be effective for the long-term because the concentrations of metas,
epecidly lead, would remain indefinitely.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volumethrough Treatment

This dternative would not reduce the toxicity, mohbility, or volume of contaminants at the Site
through trestment.

Short-Term Effectiveness

This dternative would not be effective for the short term because current concentrations of
contaminants & the ste would remain at current, high levelsindefinitely.

I mplementability
This dternative would be easly implemented.
Cost

No capital or O&M costs are associated with this alternative because no remedia action would be
implemented.

Alternative 2: Warehouse Redevelopment
Description:

This dternative includes consolidating al of the soil requiring cleanup onto the H. Brown property.
Excavated areas on the property known as Abbott Auto will be left in acondition that dlows for
unrestricted use of the property; thisincludes providing afina grade across the property consstent with
the current grade, and a grade that will allow for proper drainage of the property. The H. Brown
property would then be redeveloped by private parties, with warehousing facilities being constructed
above the contaminated soils. A continuous impermesable cap will be congtructed over dl contaminated
soils on the Ste so asto prevent direct contact with the contaminated materids and to minimize
infiltration of precipitation through the cover into the waste materials. The cap will congst of concrete
dab foundations for warehouse structures and asphalted parking areas. Contaminated soilsto be
covered by concrete foundations and floors will be covered by, a aminimum, six (6) inches of
concrete and eighteen (18) inches of compacted, clean fill. Contaminated soils to be covered by the
agphalt parking ways will, & a minimum, receive a cover conssting of the following components, (listed
from top to bottom): three (3) inches of asphdlt, eight (8) inches of road gravel, and thirteen (13) inches
of clean subbase materid. Any contaminated soils not covered by the foundations or asphdt, will be
covered by at least three (3) feet of cleanfill. The remedy aso includes deed restrictions, monitoring
for landfill gas, if necessary, and cleaning the Turner Avenue sorm sewer. This dternative indludes a
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contingency plan for implementation of Alternative #3 if the redevelopment plan is not implemented as
set forth above, or as approved by U.S. EPA.

Evaluation:
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

This dternative is consdered protective of human hedthand the environment. This dternative would not
comply with al ARARS associated withthe Site, however, it is considered protective of human hedth and
the environment. Specificaly, Michigan's Act 451 Part 111 is consdered gpplicable for this Ste because
hazardous waste was disposed of at the Ste after the effective date of the RCRA regulations; this dternative
would not comply with that ARAR, but it would achieve a sandard of performance equivadent to that
required. Therefore, asdiscussed below, awaiver of that ARAR isappropriate. Because untreated toxic
waste would remain in place, this remedy may not be permanent. Asphat and concrete covers are
susceptible to damage from wesathering and from the use of the property. The risk of this damage will be
minimized through proper maintenance of the cover system. If the cap falled, release of hazardous
congtituents would possibly result in unacceptable futurerisks. This dternative would not be difficult to
implement and has a high degree of short-term effectiveness.

Compliance with ARARS

This dternative would not comply with dl ARARs for mediaat theste. Michigan's Act 451 Part 111
is considered gpplicable for this site because hazardous waste was disposed of at the Site after the
effective date of the RCRA regulaions,; this dternative would not comply with that ARAR, but it would
achieve a standard of performance equivaent to that required. A waiver of the ARAR is gppropriate
pursuant to Section 121(d)(4)(D) of CERCLA. Part 111 requires that a hazardous waste landfill cap
include both alayer of compacted clay exceeding the areas frost depth, but not less than 90
centimeters, and not less than 60 centimeters of additional materid to prevent damage to the cap from
burrowing animals, temperature, erosion, and rooted vegetation. The cap in this dternative would not
meet the requirement for at least 90 centimeters of compacted clay, afrost protection layer or a
vegetated layer. It doesinclude an impervious cover system which would meet the requirements of
Part 111 pertaining to preventing exposure to contaminants via direct contact. 1t will provide for the
same degree of protection of human hedth and the environment.

Theintent of aPart 111 landfill fina cover design isto minimize both the potentia for direct contact with
contaminated materias, and the potentid for leaching of the contaminants into underlying agquifers. With
contaminated materias currently dtting in the shalow aguifer a the H. Brown Site any additiona degree
of impermesbility afforded by a Part 111 cap isnegated. Additionaly, the Pre-Design Field
Investigation found that Ste related lead contamination is not currently migrating off-gtein the
groundwater, but ingtead is remaining bound to soil particles ongte, showing that direct contact with the
contaminated il is the exposure pathway of concern. The cover system will serve as abarrier to
direct contact as long as proper maintenance is continued and will dso minimize the potentia for
precipitation from coming in contact with contaminantsin the vadose zone. Under the new future use
and redevelopment scenario, with an active facility to be operating on-site, and with long-term
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maintenance of the cover system assured, the requirement to congtruct and maintain a vegetated clay
cap over the contaminated soilsis being waived. |If the land-use changes the cleanup plan contains a
contingency that a vegetated clay cover, consstent with the requirements contained in Michigan's Act
451, Part 115 will be constructed.

Because of the redevelopment of the property, and the anticipated permanent on-Site presence of
maintenance personnd, this dterndive is equdly rdiable, and will take less time to implement than the
cap required under the ARAR. Consolidating and capping soils would comply with chemical specific
ARARSs based upon direct exposure. This dternative would meet ARARS for the Clean Air Act based
upon Nationd Ambient Air Qudity (NAAQ) sandards. The ingalation of the cap over the ste will
minimize recharge of the shalow aquifer via precipitation percolating through the contaminated vadose
zone, thereby minimizing the potentia for additional contaminants to enter the groundwater.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

This dternative would remain effective for as long as the integrity of the cap ismaintained. Because
toxic congtituents would remain untrested in aland disposa unit, the permanence of this dternativeis
uncertain. For ingtance, if the cover failed, risks may be associated with potentid direct exposure to
exposed waste.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volumethrough Treatment

Under this dternative, the toxicity and volume and mobility of contaminants in soil would remain
unchanged. Asthe Pre-Design Fied Investigation showed, contaminants are remaining bound to soil
particles and remain immobile in the groundwater. Although the dternative involves no treatment,
congtruction of the cover system would result in areduction in eroson and percolation of precipitation
through the contaminated waste. The residuds are persistent, toxic and can become mobile viawind
and hydraulic eroson; any failure of the cap may decrease the effectiveness of the remedid action in
limiting this type of contaminant mobility.

Short-Term Effectiveness

This dternative would be quickly and easly implemented. Implementation would require between 1 to
2 years. During implementation, some short-term risks would be posed to the remediation crew
through direct contact, ingestion, or inhdation of contaminated soil. Adults

and children off Site could o be exposed to contaminated dust resulting from excavation of soil
requiring remediation.

Risks from exposure to contaminated media during the remediation efforts would be minimized by
providing appropriate levels of protection to the remediation crew. Dust control measures, such as
spraying water or foam, would be implemented. Surface run-off onto and from the ste would aso be
controlled to minimize generation and off-ste migration of contaminated surface water from the Ste.
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I mplementability

Congtruction of the cgp would be easy to implement. Collecting surface water and sediments from the
sewer system is expected to be easy due to the number of vendors offering the service.

Cost

This dternative has alow capitd and alow annuad O&M cost ($5,011,502 and $13,185, respectively).
The tota present worth of the remedy, assuming 30 years of O&M and a 10 percent discount factor, is
$5,214,199.

Alternative 3: Michigan Act 451 Part 115 Clay Cap
Description

Under this dternative dl soil above cleanup standards would be consolidated onto the H. Brown Co.,
Inc. property and capped with aclay cap meeting Michigan's Act 451 Part 115 specifications. The
cap would include, from top to bottom, 6 inches of top soil with vegetation, 1.5 feet of cleanfill, 2 feet
of clay, and fill materid. A fence would be congructed around the entire Site to prevent access and
groundwater would be monitored over the life of the remedy to ensure protectiveness. It dso includes
monitoring for landfill gas, if necessary, and deaning the Turner Avenue sawer.

Evaluation:
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

This dternative would not comply with al ARARs associated with the Site, however, it is considered
protective of human hedth and the environment. Specificaly, Michigan's Act 451 Part 111 is
considered gpplicable for this site because hazardous waste was disposed of at the Site after the
effective date of the RCRA regulations, this dternative would not comply with that ARAR, but it would
achieve a standard of protection equivaent to that required at this Site because the waste currently Sits
within the shadlow groundwater, and site contaminants are shown to be adhering to soil particles and,
therefore, are not mobile. Asaresult, aPart 111 cgp would not provide any additional protection
agang infiltration causing Ste contaminant mobility or leaching.. Therefore, as discussed below, a
waiver of that ARAR is appropriate. This dternative would comply with Act 451 Part 115
requirements. Because untreated toxic waste would remain in place, this remedy may not be
permanent. If the cap faled, release of hazardous congtituents would possibly result in unacceptable
futurerisks. Clay caps are susceptible to cracking caused by exposure to freeze-thaw cycles and from
other wesather related conditions. This dternative would not be difficult to implement and has ahigh
degree of short-term effectiveness.
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Compliance with ARARs

This dternative would not comply with dl ARARs for media at theste. Michigan's Act 451 Part 111
is congdered gpplicable for this site because hazardous waste was disposed of at the Ste after the
effective date of the RCRA regulations; this dternative would not comply with that ARAR, but it would
achieve a standard of protection equivaent to that required at this Site because the waste currently Sits
within the shalow groundwater, and site contaminants are shown to be adhering to soil particles and
therefore are not mobile. Asaresult, aPart 111 cap would not provide any additiona protection
againd infiltration causing Site contaminant mobility or leaching. A waiver of the ARAR is gopropriate
pursuant to Section 121 (d) (4) (D) of CERCLA. Part 111 requires that a hazardous waste landfill cap
include both alayer of compacted clay exceeding the areas frost depth, but not less than 90
centimeters, and not less than 60 centimeters of additiond materid to prevent damage to the cap from
burrowing animas, temperature, eroson, and rooted vegetation. The cap in this dternative would not
meet the requirement for at least 90 centimeters of compacted clay. 1t does include two feet of
compacted clay, plus alayer of additiona materia for frost protection.

The cap proposed under this aternative would prevent direct contact with the contaminated waste and
would minimize contact of water with the waste to the same degree as an Act 451 Part 111 cap.
Although there is hazardous waste on-dite, a portion of the waste Sits in the shdlow groundwater
minimizing any benefit gained by placing a more impermeable cap such asan Act 451 Part 111 cap
over thewaste. The Part 111 cap is designed to minimize the potentid for direct contact with
hazardous waste and to minimize the potentid for contaminants to leach from the waste via contact with
precipitation. Applying an Act 451 Part 111 cap will not prevent contact of the groundwater with the
wadgte. An Act 451 Part 115 cap will prevent direct contact and will minimize the amount of
precipitation coming in direct contact with the waste in the vadose zone. 1t will provide for the same
degree of protection of human health and the environment given the site specific hydrogeologic and
geochemica circumdances at thisste. The cover sysem isequaly reliable, and will take lesstimeto
implement than the cap required under the ARAR. The cap under this dternative would comply with
Michigan's Solid Waste Act 451 Part 115 requirements. Consolidating and capping soils would
comply with chemica specific ARARs based upon direct exposure. This dternative would meet
ARARsfor the Clean Air Act based upon Nationa Ambient Air Quality (NAAQ) standards. The
ingdlation of the cap over the site will minimize recharge of the shdlow aguifer via precipitation
percolating through the contaminated vadose zone, thereby minimizing the potentia for contaminants to
enter the groundwate.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Per manence
This dternative would remain effective for as long as the integrity of the cgp ismaintained. Because
toxic congtituents would remain untreated in aland disposal unit, the permanence of thisdternative is

uncertain. For instance, if the cap failed, risks may be associated with potentia direct exposure to
exposed waste.
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volumethrough Treatment

Under this dternative, the toxicity and volume and mobility of contaminantsin soil would remain
unchanged. Asthe Pre-Design Fied Investigation showed, contaminants are remaining bound to soil
particles and remain immobile in the groundwater. Although the dternative involves no treatment,
congtruction of the cap would result in areduction in erosion and percolation of precipitation through
the contaminated waste. The residuas are persstent, toxic and can become mobile viawind and
hydraulic eroson; any falure of the cap may decrease the effectiveness of the remedid action in limiting
thistype of contaminant mohility.

Short-Term Effectiveness

This dternative would be quickly and easly implemented. Implementation would require between 1 to
2 years. During implementation, some short-term risks would be posed to the remediation crew
through direct contact, ingestion, or inhaation of contaminated soil. Adults and children off Ste could
aso be exposad to contaminated dust resulting from excavation of soil requiring remediation.

Risks from exposure to contaminated media during the remediation efforts would be minimized by
providing appropriate levels of protection to the remediation crew. Dust control measures, such as

Spraying water or foam, would be implemented. Surface run-off onto and from the Site would aso be
controlled to minimize generation and off-gite migration of contaminated surface water from the site.

I mplementability

Congtruction of the cgp would be easy to implement. Collecting surface water and sediments from the
sewer system is expected to be easy due to the number of vendors offering the service,

Cost

This dternative has alow capita and alow annuad O&M cost ($1,151,153 and $81,000, respectively).
The tota present worth of the remedy, assuming 30 years of O&M and a 10 percent discount factor, is
$1,914,741.

Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

A comparative discusson of dl dternativesis presented below. The dternatives are compared based
upon the nine evauation criteria discussed above.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Under each action dternative, contaminated soil would be covered by a cap. Both Alternatives 2 and
3 are conddered protective of human hedth and the environment. Alternative 1 is not considered
protective because it would not reduce the currently unacceptable threats to human hedlth and the
environment and would fall to attain dl of the ARARs for the Site. Alternatives 2 and 3 would not
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achieve dl of the ARARSs for the site, specificaly Act 451 Part 111, however, as discussed above, a
walver is gppropriate for the dternatives because they will achieve the same leve of performance
compared to the ARAR. Alternatives 2 and 3 would perform equaly wdll in providing overdl
protection of human hedth and the environment.

Compliance with ARARs

None of the dternatives would result in compliance with dl ARARs. However an ARAR waiver for
Alternatives 2 and 3 is gppropriate. Michigan's Act 451 Part 111, and RCRA landfill closure
requirements 40CFR Part 264, are considered gpplicable for this Ste because hazardous waste was
disposed of a the Site after the effective date of the RCRA regulations; Alternative 2 and 3 would not
comply with that ARAR, but would achieve a standard of performance equivaent to that required. As
discussed above awalver of the ARAR is appropriate pursuant to Section 121(d)(4)(D) of CERCLA.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Each of the action dternatives would remain effective for aslong as the integrity of thecapis
maintained. Because toxic congtituents would remain untrested in aland disposal unit, the permanence
of the alternatives is uncertain. For instance, if the caps failed, risks may be associated with potentia
direct exposure to waste. While the cap in Alternative 2 would have adightly greater risk of failure due
to its use of cement and asphat which are more susceptible to damage from exposure to freeze-thaw
cydesthan the clay used in Alternative 3, if it is properly maintained it should perform as well asthe cap
in Alternative 3. The clay cap in Alternative 3 is dso susceptible to damage from the freeze-thaw

cydes. The use of an additiond fill layer asfrogt protection will minimize any potentia for that damage
to the clay. The capswould provide

for agreater dewatering effect on the shdlow aquifer, minimizing any groundwater flow through the
waste.

Conddering dl of these factors, Alternatives 2 and 3 would provide equivdent overdl long-term
effectiveness and permanence.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants Through Treatment

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would provide for no reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treatment. They leave dl of the contaminated waste in place, untrested.

Short-Term Effectiveness
Alternatives 2 and 3 would be equdly protective in the short-term since al effects can be mitigated.
Ingtdlation of both caps would require extensive labor, increasing risk of exposure to workers.

Because both dternatives require the importation of materials to construct the caps, thereisan
attendant increased risk due to truck traffic.
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I mplementability

Alternatives 2 and 3 would be equaly implementable, although many of the construction materias for
the foundations and parking areas are more readily available than clay borrow sources.

Cost

Alternative 2 would be the most expensive with its cost of $5 million. Alternative 3 has acost of $1.9
million. The higher cogt of Alternative 2 is attributable to the cogts of building the concrete foundations
and asphalt parking areas as compared to the cost of building aclay cap. If redevelopment by a
private party does not occur, Alternative 2 contains the contingency that Altemative 3 will be
congructed. Both aternatives have smilar Operation and Maintenance costs associated with them.
State Acceptance

The State of Michigan has asssted in the development and review of the Adminigtrative Record. The
State concurs with the selected remedy.

Community Acceptance
The specific public comments received, and U.S. EPA's responses are outlined in the attached
Responsveness Summary.

V. Selected Remedy

Based upon considerations of the requirements of CERCLA, the NCP and balancing of the nine
criteria, the U.S. EPA has determined that Alternative 2, Warehouse Redevelopmernt, is the most
appropriate for the H. Brown gite.

The components of the sdlected remedy are asfollows:
1 Access Regtrictions

a Temporary and/or permanent signs will be erected and maintained around the Site as
gpecified by the U.S. EPA. The purpose of the Sgnsisto notify on-gte personnel and visitors
of the presence of contaminated soils, and the prohibition of any unauthorized activities which
might damage the cap and otherwise impair the remedy.

b. Pursuant to Michigan Act 451 Part 201, redtrictive covenants including, but not limited
to, notice to future property owners of contamination at the Ste, deed restrictions to regulate the
development of the H. Brown Site, and groundwater use restrictions in the areas that have
contaminated groundwater will be sought. Groundwater use restrictions may be rescinded after
remediation standards are met and proven to be maintained.
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The purpose of these redtrictionsis to prevent exposure to site contaminants, prevent erosion of
the cap, and provide security for the remedia action equipmen.

2. Site Monitoring

Groundwater and surface water monitoring. Groundwater aguifers and surface waters and
sedimentsin the Ste vicinity will be sampled and analyzed periodicdly to monitor chemica
contaminant levels over the life of the remedy to ensure that the contaminants remain contained
on-ste and the remedy remains protective.

Groundwater monitoring will include shalow and intermediate aguifers benesth the Site.
Sampling and andysis will include existing groundwater monitoring wells and, if necessary,
additiona groundwater monitoring wells.

3. Soil and Sediment Consolidation

All contaminated soils and sediments which exceed the cleanup standards established in the
ROD will be consolidated to the H. Brown Property (2200 Turner Ave. N.W.) Contaminated
sediments include those found in the wetlands adjacent to the Site, the drainage ditches leading
to the Grand River, and the sawer system running aong Turner Avenue, that exceed the
cleanup standards. The testing shall be conducted to assure that dl soil and sediment requiring
containment has been consolidated to the area referred to above. Excavated areas on the
property known as Abbott Auto will be left in a condition that alows for use of the property
conggtent with its zoned use a the time of the signing of this ROD Amendment; this includes
providing afina grade across the property consistent with the current grade, and a grade that
will alow for proper drainage of the property and eliminate any safety hazards created by the
excavation activities. Other excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil from off-site
sources, revegetated and otherwise restored to their existing condition, grade and eevation.

4, Cap Construction

a The cap congruction shal consist of aredevelopment of the property for useasa
warehousing facility. A continuous impermesble cap will be congtructed over dl
contaminated soils on the Site so as to prevent direct contact with the contaminated
materias and to minimize infiltration of precipitation through the cover into the wadte
materids. The cap will congst of concrete dab foundations for warehouse structures
and asphalted parking areas. Contaminated soils to be covered by concrete
foundations and floors will be covered by, a& aminimum, six (6) inches of concrete and
eighteen (18) inches of compacted, clean fill. Contaminated soilsto be covered by the
agphdt parking ways will, at aminimum, receive a cover condsting of the following
components, (listed from top to bottom): three (3) inches of agphdt, eight (8) inches of
road gravel, and thirteen (13) inches of clean subbase materid. Any contaminated soils
not covered by the foundations or asphalt, will be covered by at least three (3) feet of
deanfill. If necessary, the cap design will dso include a methane gas monitoring and/or
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venting system for the on-site buildings designed to detect and/or vent unacceptable
levels of landfill generated gases that might accumulate under, or in, the buildings.

This cover system is consdered protective for this site, because it would provide
protection againgt direct contact with waste at the Site and act as a Sgnificant barrier to
infiltration of precipitation as long as the cover is properly maintained. Thewadeisin
direct hydraulic connection with the shalow groundwater.

b. The sdected remedy isintended to facilitate re-development of the site and will be
implemented by private parties. No federd or state Superfund money will be used to
implement the redevelopment remedy. If for some reason the plannned redevel opment
of the property by private parties does not occur, a cap will be constructed on the Site
in compliance with the substantive requirements of Michigan Act 451 Part 115. Ata
minimum, the cap will consst of, from top to bottom, a 6 inch vegetative soil layer, a
clean fill layer not less than 18 inches in thickness, 24 inches of compacted clay with a
hydraulic conductivity of not more than 1.0 x 10-7 centimeters per second after
compaction, and maximum and minimum dope. If necessary, the cap design will aso
include a methane gas monitoring and/or venting system.

A Michigan Act 451 Part 115 cap is consdered protective for this Site, because it
would provide protection against direct contact with waste at the Ste and act asa
ggnificant barrier to infiltration of precipitation. Thewasteisin direct hydraulic
connection with the shalow groundwater.

5. Other Provisons

Mitigative measures will be taken during remedy congtruction activities to minimize the impacts
of noise, dust, and erosion run-off to the surrounding community and environs. Fugitive dust
emissons will not violate the Nationd Ambient Air Quality Standard for particulate matter
sndler than 10 microns (PM-10). Potentid runoff, slting, and sedimentation problems from
condruction will be mitigated to comply with Michigan Acts including Public Acts 203 (1979),
346 (1972) and 347 (1972) for wetland protection, inland lakes and streams, and soil erosion
and sedimentation control, respectively. Because excavation in the wetland area adjacent to
the ste will take place, the sdlected remedy will comply with the Wetland Management
Executive Order 11990, and Michigan's Goemnere-Anderson Wetland Protection Act, Act
203 of 1979.

Because the remedy cdlls for containing the waste on-site without trestment and the waste is the
source of the contaminants, hazardous congtituents will remain a the Ste. Because this remedy
will result in hazardous substances remainin on-Site, above hedlth-based levels, areview will be
conducted within five years of commencement of the remedia action to ensure that the remedy
continues to provide adequate protection to human hedth and the environment.
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V. Statutory Deter minations

The sdlected remedy mugt satisfy the requirements of Section 121 (a) through (f) of CERCLA to:

1. Protect human hedlth and the environment;

2. Comply with ARARs or judtify awaiver;

3. Utilize permanent solutions and dternative trestment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and

4, Satisfy a preference for treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume asa

principle eement of the remedy.

The implementation of the selected dternative a the H. Brown Co., Inc. Ste stisfies these
requirements of CERCLA Section 121 asfollows:

a Protection of Human Hedth and the Environment;;

Implementation of the selected aternative will reduce and control potentid risks to human hedth
posed by exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater. Containment of al ol

exceeding cleanup standards will permanently reduce and control existing and potentid risks,
through engineering controls.

Redtrictive covenants will provide short-term and long-term effectiveness for the prevention of
drinking contaminated groundwaeter. The selected remedy aso protects the

environment by reducing the potentia risks posed by site chemicas discharging to surface water
(Grand River) and the adjoining wetlands.

Capping the dite, in addition to reducing any potentia further risk posed by exposure to ste
contaminants, will reduce precipitation infiltration through the cap and maintain that reduction
over time.  No unacceptable short-term risks will be caused by implementation of the remedly.
The community and Site workers may be exposed to noise and dust nuisances during
congtruction of the cap. Mitigative measures will be taken during remedy congtruction activities
to minimize impacts of congtruction upon the surrounding community and environs

b. Compliance with ARARS

The sdected remedy will comply with the federal and/or state, where more stringent, applicable
or relevant and gppropriate requirements (ARARS) listed below:

1. Chemica-specific ARARSs
Chemical-specific ARARS regul ate the release to the environment of specific substances having

certain chemical characterigtics. Chemica-specific ARARs typicaly determine the extent of
clean-up a asite.
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Federd ARARs

Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs and MCL Gs - Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLSs) and, to a
certain extent, non-zero Maximum Contaminant Level Goas (MCLGs), are the Federd Drinking
Water Standards promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) which are applicable
to municipa drinking water supplies servicing 25 or more people. At the H. Brown ste, MCLs
and MCL Gs are not gpplicable, but are relevant and appropriate, because the aguifer isa Class
[I' aquifer which could potentialy be used in the area of concern. MCLGs are rdlevant and
appropriate when the standard is set at alevel greater than zero (for non-carcinogens);

otherwise, MCLs are relevant and gppropriate. Because this site will have afind cover, the

point of compliance will be a the boundary of the find cover.

Clean Air Act Nationd Ambient Air Quality Standards 40 CFR 50 - These regulations provide
ar emission requirements for actions which may release contaminants into the air. Asthe
selected remedy involves excavetion, and congtruction activities which may release contaminants
or particulates into the ar, emisson requirements promulgated under this act are rlevant and

appropriate.
State ARARS

Part 201 of the Natura Resources and Environmenta Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as
amended (formerly known as Act 307 of the Michigan Environmental Response Act) - The
Subgtantive provisons of Parts 6 and 7 of the rules promulgated under Part 201 were identified
as an ARAR for the remedid action to be undertaken at this Site. These rules provided, inter
dia, that remedia actions be protective of human hedth, safety, and the environment by a degree
of cleanup conforming to one or more of three cleanup types, Type A, B, and C. The ROD and
ROD Amendments determined that the selected soil remedy would satisfy Act 307 soil and
groundwater cleanup standards. The Act 307 standards have since been replaced by new Part
201 standards.

The amended Part 201 now defines cleanup standards according to categorical criteria that
define the nature of the ste for which Remedid Action is necessary. Specific cleanup categories
are: resdentid, commercid, recreationd, indudtrid, limited resdentid, limited commercid, limited
recreationd, limited indugtrial, and other land use based or limited categories as established by
MDEQ. Part 201 groundwater standards will be considered ARARSs for determination of long-
term groundwater cleanup standards.

It is anticipated that implementation of the amended remedy will limit development of the Site
property until long-term remediation measures are implemented. The Site, isan inactive or
abandoned site whose primary activity was indudtrid in nature, and as such can continue to be
classfied asindugtrid. U.S. EPA foresees that appropriate restrictive covenants combined with
standard Site security measures will be adequate to prevent or limit the exposure potentid for the
public and will guarantee thet the Site is not used for anything except indudirid activity. Thus,
Part 201 industrid or commercid cleanup criteriawould be the rdlevant ARAR.
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Part 201 requires that remedial action cleanup criteriameet a 10° carcinogenic risk leve, or for
non-carcinogenic substances, a hazard quotient of 1.0. Because it will contain and manage
contaminated soils to acceptable Part 201 soil levels, implementation of the amended remedy
would meet or exceed this sandard for Site soils and groundwater. Table 3 lists the sail
remediation standards for the H. Brown Site. Table 4 lists the groundwater remediation
standards for the H. Brown site.

Part 55 of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451 (Act 451
Part 55) (formerly known as the Michigan Air Pollution Control Act or Act 348) provides air
emisson requirements for actions which may release contaminants into the air. The sdlected
remedy involves excavation, construction, and groundwater trestment activities which may
release contaminants or particulatesinto the air. Thisact is relevant and appropriate.

2. Location-specific ARARS

L ocation-specific ARARS are those requirements that relate to the geographical postion of aste.
Theseinclude

The Clean Water Act Section 404 - This section of the Act regulates the discharge of dredge
and fill materids at Stesto waters of the United States. These regulations are gpplicable to
capping of the ste and other activities which may take place in the wetlands.

RCRA Location Standards 40 CFR Part 264.18 - These standards are relevant and appropriate
for the remedy at the H. Brown site because a portion of the site islocated in the 500 year flood
plain. These standards specify that afacility located in aflood plain must be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained to prevent washout of hazardous wastes by a flood.

Goemnere-Anderson Wetland Protection Act, Act 203 of 1979 - Regulates any activity which
may take place within wetlandsin the State of Michigan. Act 203 is gpplicable at this Ste; it will
require the replacement of adversay impacted wetlands with comparable resources.

Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act, Act 347 of 1972 - Thisact is gpplicable to this Ste
due to the sdlected remedy's use of congtruction activities that may impact the Grand River. The
act regulates earth changes, including cut and fill activities which may contribute to soil eroson
and sedimentation of surface water of the State. Act 347 would apply to any such activity where
more than one acre of land is affected or regulated action occurs within 500 feet of alake or
Sream.

Michigan Act 451 Part 201, Rule 719(3) - Thisrule requires restrictive covenants be placed on
the siteincluding, but not limited to, notice to future property owners of contamination at the Site,
deed redtrictions to regulate the development of the H. Brown site, and groundwater use
restrictions in the areas that have contaminated groundwater. Groundwater use restrictions may
be rescinded after remediation standards are met and proven to be maintained.
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3. Action Specific ARARs

Action-specific ARARS are requirements that define acceptabl e treatment and disposal
procedures for hazardous substances.

Federa ARARS

RCRA Subtitle C Land Disposal Redtrictions (LDRs) - Consolidation will occur within the area
of contamination, therefore, the requirements of this act will not be triggered for consolidation.
The requirements of this act will be applicable to any off-dte trestment of the waste products of
the sdlected remedy that are RCRA hazardous waste. These regulations govern the storage and
disposd of hazardous waste. This remedy will comply with LDRs through a Tregtability
Variance for wastes that cannot be trested to meet the standard.

RCRA Subtitle C Closure Requirements 40 CFR Part 264 - Pursuant to Section 121(d)(4) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621(d)(4), U.S. EPA iswaiving this ARAR. The standards are
considered applicable for this Site because hazardous waste was disposed of at the Site after the
effective date of the RCRA regulaions; this remedy would not comply with that ARAR, but it
would achieve a standard of performance equivadent to that required. A waver of the ARAR is
appropriate pursuant to Section 121(d)(4)(D) of CERCLA.

RCRA Subtitle C generd performance standards require that afina cover be designed and
congructed to: @) provide long-term minimization or migration of liquids through a closed landfill;
b)function with minimum maintenance; C) promote drainage and minimize abrasion of the cover;
d) accommodate sttling and subsidence so that the cover'sintegrity is maintained; and, €) have a
permesbility less than or equa to any bottom liner system or natural subsoils present. They dso
require the implementation of a post-closure plan, property access restrictions and notifications,
and groundwater monitoring.

The cap proposed under this dternative would prevent direct contact with the contaminated
waste and would minimize contact of water with the waste to the same degree asa RCRA
Subtitle C cagp. Although there is hazardous waste on-site a portion of the waste Sitsin the
shdlow groundwater. This minimizes any benefit gained by placing a more impermegble cap
such asaRCRA Subtitle C cap over the waste. The RCRA Subtitle C cap is designed to
minimize the potentid for direct contact with hazardous waste and to minimize the potentia for
contaminants to leach from the waste via contact with precipitation. Applying aRCRA Subtitle
C cap will not prevent contact of the groundwater with the waste. A cover system meeting the
direct contact requirements of RCRA Subtitle C cap will prevent direct contact and will minimize
the amount of precipitation coming in direct contact with the waste in the vadose zone. 1t will
provide for the same degree of protection of human health and the environment. Also, because
of the redevelopment of the property and a permanent on sSite presence of an active facility thisis
equally reliable because of the ability to perform daily ingpections and repairs. It will take less
time to implement than the cap required under the ARAR.
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State ARARS

Part 111 of the Natura Resources and Environmenta Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1 (Act 451
Part 111) (formerly known as the Michigan Hazardous Waste Management Act or Act 64) -
Pursuant to Section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621(d)(4), U.S. EPA is
waiving this ARAR for the purpose of the cap design and congtruction only. Michigan's Act 451
Part 111 is considered applicable for this site because hazardous waste was disposed of at the
Ste after the effective date of the RCRA regulations; this dternative would not comply with that
ARAR, but it would achieve a standard of performance equivaent to that required at this Ste
because the waste currently stswithin the shallow groundwater. Site contaminants are shown to
be adhering to soil particles and therefore are not mobile, so as aresult, a Part 111 cap would
not provide any additiona protection againg infiltration causing Site contaminant mobility or
leaching. A waiver of the ARAR is appropriate pursuant to Section 121 (d)(4)(D) of CERCLA.
Part 111 requires that a hazardous waste landfill cap include both alayer of compacted clay
exceeding the areas frost depth, but not less than 90 centimeters, and not |ess than 60
centimeters of additiond materid to prevent damage to the cgp from burrowing animals,
temperature, erosion, and rooted vegetation. The cap in this aternative would not meet the
requirement for at least 90 centimeters of compacted clay, afrost protection layer or a vegetated
layer. It doesinclude an impervious cover system which would meet the requirements of Part
111 pertaining to preventing exposure to contaminants via direct contact. 1t will provide for the
same degree of protection of human hedlth and the environment.

Theintent of aPart 111 landfill final cover design isto minimize both the potentia for direct
contact with contaminated materias, and the potentid for leaching of the contaminants into the
underlying aquifers. With contaminated materias currently stting in shdlow aquifer a the
H.Brown Site any additiond degree of impermeshility afforded by a Part 111 cap is negated.
Additiondly, the Pre-Design Fild Invedtigation found that site related lead contamination is not
currently migrating off-stein the groundwater, but instead is remaining bound to soil particles on-
Site, showing that direct contact with the contaminated soil is the exposure pathway of concern.
The concrete foundations and asphated areas will serve as a barrier to direct contact aslong as
proper maintenance is continued and will aso minimize the potentia for precipitation from coming
in contact with contaminants in the vadose zone. Under the new future use and redevel opment
scenario, with an active facility to be operating on-site, and with long-term maintenance of the
cover system assured, the requirement to construct and maintain a vegetated clay cap over the
contaminated soils is being waived. If the land-use changes the cleanup plan contains a
contingency that a vegetated clay cover, consstent with the requirements contained in Michigan's
Act 451, Part 115 will be constructed.

Part 115 of the Natura Resources and Environmenta Protection Act, 1994 PA 451 (Act 451
Part 115) (formerly known as the Michigan Solid Waste Management Act or Act 641)- If for
some reason redevel opment of the property as contemplated in this ROD Amendment falls, a
find cover meseting the requirements of Part 115 will be constructed. Upon closure of the Site,
high levels of contaminants will be |eft on-gte untresied. Because the waste is sufficiently smilar
to waste regulated under the Act, the Act's requirements are relevant and appropriate for the
waste.
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Michigan Public Hedlth Code, Public Act 368 of 1978, Part 127 - This act regulates the water
supply intended for use or used to supply groundwater. It is gpplicable to the salected remedy,
because it addresses the location, construction, and abandonment of private drinking wells.

Inland Lakes and Streams Act, Public Act 346 of 1972, as amended - The act regulates

congtruction activities on or over bottomlands of inland lake and streams. This act will be
applicable to the sdlected remedy, because it addresses the mitigation of potentia run-off,
eroson, slting, and sedimentation in the surface waters during construction.

Mineral Wdll Act, Public Act 315 of 1969, as amended - This act regulates location,
condruction, and abandonment of monitoring and test wells. Thisact issmilarly rdevant and
appropriate for the selected remedy.

4. To-Be-Considered

OSWER Directive #9355.4-02 I nterim Guidance on Establishing Soil Lead Cleanup Levels at
Superfund Sites - This directive sets interim soil lead cleanup standards at 500 - 1000 parts per
million.

Wetlands Management Executive Order 11990 - The order requires federal agenciesto avoid,
to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction
or modification of wetlands.

Floodplain Management Executive Order 11988 - This order requires the minimization of
potentid harm to or within flood plains and the avoidance of long- and short-term adverse
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of flood plains.

C. Cog Effectiveness

Cog effectiveness compares the effectiveness of an dternative in proportion to its cost of
providing environmenta benefits. Tables 1 and 2 ligt the costs associated with the
implementation of the remedy.

The selected remedy, Alternative 2, has been determined to afford overdl effectiveness
proportiona to its cost. Alternative 2 carries moderate costs in comparison to the other
dternatives consdered. While both Alternatives 2 and 3 are protective of human hedth and the
environment, Alternative 2 provides for the additiond benefit of providing for the productive,
beneficia, continued use of the property and is the preferred aternative for the current Site owner
and prospective purchaser. Therefore, athough the salected remedy is not the least costly
dterndative consdered, U.S. EPA bdlieves this benefit compensates for the additional cost
associated with the selected remedy. The sdected remedy affords the greatest effectiveness
proportiona to its cost.
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d. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Trestment Technologies or Resource
Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

The sdected remedy represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment
technologies can be utilized in a cost effective manner for thisste. Of those aternatives that are
protective of human hedlth and the environment and comply with ARARS, the U.S. EPA has
determined that the sdlected remedy provides the best trade-offsin terms of long-term
effectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity, mohility, or volume achieved through
treatment, short-term effectiveness, implementability, cost, and consdering state and community

acceptance.

The sdlected remedy offers a high degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence. These
benefits are achieved at a reasonable cost.

e. Preference for Trestment as a Principa Element

Because of the large volume of contaminated waste at this site (180,000 cubic yards of soil) and
treatment of the principa threats of the Site was not found to be practicable, the selected remedy
does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as aprincipal element.

V1. Documentation of Significant Changes

The Proposed Plan was released for public comment in August 1997. The Proposed Plan identified
Alternative #2, Warehouse Redevelopment, as the preferred dternative. That dternative Sated that
three (3) feet of fill would be brought in to develop the appropriate grades at the Site. During the public
comment period discussions between MDEQ), the devel oper, the PRPs, and U.S. EPA, reveded that
the developer had intended on using consolidated contaminated soil to raise the devations, i.e. only a
portion of the three feet of fill needed would be clean fill. Asaresult of the discussonsit was
determined by U.S. EPA, in consultation with MDEQ thet, & a minimum, the cover would need to
conss of a least two (2) feet of clean fill materid to ensure protection from direct contact with the
contaminated soils. Therefore, in the areas to be covered by concrete foundations the contaminated
soil would be covered by, a aminimum, six (6) inches of concrete and eighteen (18) inches of clean fill.
In the areas to be covered by asphdt the cover would consst of, a a minimum, three (3) inches of
ashphalt, eight (8) inches of road gravel, and thirteen (13) inches of clean fill. Contaminated areasto be
landscaped would be covered by three (3) feet of clean fill to alow for protection for things such as
planting, rooting zones, and freeze-thaw conditions.

VI. Summary

The presence of soil, sediment, and groundwater contamination at and around the H. Brown site
requires that remedid actions be implemented to reduce the risk to public health and the environment.
The U.S. EPA believes, based upon the RI/FS, the Pre-Design Fied Investigation and the
Adminigtrative Record, that the selected aternative provides the best balance of trade-offs among
dternatives with respect to the criteria used to evauate the remedies. Based upon the information
available, a thistime, the U.S. EPA bdievesthat the sdlected remedy will be protective of human
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hedth and the environment, will attain ARARs and will utilize permanent solutions and dterndive
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

The totd estimated costs for the selected remedy at this Site are as follows:

Tota Tota Tota
Alternative Capital Cost O&M Present Worth
#2 $5,011,502 $13,185 $5,214,199
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